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ABSTRACT
Temporary urbanism is becoming a new tool for local governments to 
take advantage of. It provides flexibility aligned with the needs of a 
contemporary city. The role of urban planning is to provide regulations 
where the market fails, and temporary urbanism does just that through 
temporarily activating underutilized spaces. Local governments have seen 
an increase in privately-owned and underutilized lands in their urban 
cores due to land speculation, larger-scale development, and lengthening 
development processes. Temporary urbanism reactivates these spaces, 
even for a short period of time, providing space for new users and ideas 
within a city. The temporary intervention in a site can show local 
decision-makers what their residents want, allowing them to redefine the 
city they live in. 
As a tool, temporary urbanism has gained popularity with citizens and 
local governments. This represents a need for alternative planning 
methods due to many reasons including: dissatisfaction with traditional 
long-rang planning methods; a need for more participatory practices; 
an increased need for public-private partnerships; but mostly the ability 
to redistribute public spaces (Temel & Haydn 19). This paper outlines 
the why local governments should implement temporary urbanism 
through a framework shown below, and examines different development 
management techniques for implementation through a series of case 
studies to understand how municipalities should formalize temporary 
urbanism. 
Figure 1: Temporary Urbanism Framework
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Temporary urbanism is a new 
tool for local governments to 
take advantage of. It provides 
flexibility aligned with the 
needs of a contemporary city. 
The role of urban planning 
is to provide regulations 
where the market fails, and 
temporary urbanism does 
just that through temporarily 
activating underutilized spaces. 
Local governments have 
seen an increase in privately-
owned and underutilized lands 
in their urban cores due to 
land speculation, larger-scale 
development, and lengthening 
development processes. 
Temporary urbanism reactivates 
these spaces, even for a short 
iNTRODUCTiON
period of time, providing space 
for new users and ideas within a 
city. The temporary intervention 
in a site can show local decision-
makers what their residents 
want, allowing them to redefine 
the city they live in. 
As a tool, temporary urbanism 
has gained popularity with 
citizens and local governments. 
This represents a need for 
alternative planning methods 
due to many reasons including: 
dissatisfaction with traditional 
long-rang planning methods; 
a need for more participatory 
practices; an increased need for 
public-private partnerships; but 
mostly the ability to redistribute 
public spaces (Temel & Haydn 
19). 
Music festival on a floating & previously vacant industrial site | Oslo, Norway
Image credit: Emma Blondin
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LES GRAND VOiSiNS
Les Grands Voisins (which means the big neighbors in french) is a temporary project in the space of the 
old Saint-Vincent-de-Paul hospital in Paris France. The 7-acre hospital campus has been abandoned for 
years now and was bought by the City of Paris for redevelopment in 2015. Because the city had no direct 
plans for the large and centrally located site, they temporarily handed over the management to three 
different organizations who came together to create what they call a “factory for the common good.” 
These organizations signed a five-year lease with the city providing them with temporary control while 
the city plans what should go into the space long-term.  
The temporary neighborhood they constructed contains residential area for over 600 people, and over 
150 tenants (co-working spaces, coffee shops, restaurants, craft workshops, etc). This space allows small 
businesses and nonprofits to have a location within the city and grow their businesses without worrying 
about exorbitant rents while also activating the space. 
One of the three managing organizations is Aurore, a charity that offers emergency shelter and support 
for refugees and unaccompanied minors (image below taken from their website). Within Les Grands 
Voisins, Aurore is able to offer over additional assistance to over 400 individuals, as well as provide 
them with economic opportunities through the other 150 tenants of the space. While the space is only 
temporary, it creates a lasting effect on those who are able to use the space to gain a basis for their 
future, be it in a new country or a new community
The space has proved to be beneficial for all involved. The city has a group of tenants that are not only 
maintaining a site that would’ve otherwise become a nuisance due to lack of management and upkeep, 
but activating the space and providing a home for a series of cultural activities that otherwise wouldn’t 
be able to afford the cost of land within the City of Paris. The tenants are able to grow their businesses 
to a point where they have a stable income, and residents are connected with jobs and a strong 
community. 
Temporary urbanism provides a space for new ideas, growth, and community participation. While in 
the case of Les Grands Voisins the intervention was provided by the city, this is not often the case. The 
local government and planners are often left out of process typically resulting in legally precarious 
situations for both the landowner and tenant.
Image credit: Aurore
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TEMPORARY URBANiSM 
FRAMEWORK
In order for an intervention to be considered 
temporary urbanism, it must interact with 
four different elements: 
1. Temporality: be engaged with time.
2. Participation: allow residents to shape 
their built environment. 
3. Activation: provide new life to 
underutilized or vacant areas. 
4. Partnership: involve a multitude of 
partners at different sizes and scales.
Developed through an examination of 
literature and case studies, these four 
principles help gauge the success of 
temporary urbanism projects and in turn 
the policy that allows them. The following 
framework defines each principle, as 
well as discussing current trends and key 
components for evaluating temporary 
urbanism. 
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TEMPORALiTY
The first principle of temporary 
urbanism is that it actively 
involves time. Cities and their 
residents inherently deal with 
time, but the way they are 
planned often does not. From 
the Britain utilizing 999-year 
leases to conditional zoning 
districts, these development 
management techniques are 
often changed and truly only 
temporary, but when planned 
and developed they are thought 
to be permanent. 
Since the first zoning map of 
New York City in 1916, American 
planning has dealt primarily 
with spatially regulating uses. 
As planning tools became more 
complex to deal with intricately 
intertwined social and spatial 
communities, the main goal 
of new regulations was to 
introduce increased flexibility 
into land planning.  This allowed 
a stronger dialogue between 
local governments, citizens and 
developers—while these changes 
introduced flexibility into the 
uses of space, it had the opposite 
effect on temporal flexibility. 
Many of these tools decreased 
the flexibility over time, as they 
made it more difficult for land 
use changes in the future. 
An example of this rigidity is in 
the progression of conditional 
use tools. The prescriptive nature 
of this conventional zoning did 
not allow for the creation of uses 
that may be appropriate in some 
areas of a district but not all, or 
uses that may require additional 
safeguards in order to maximize 
the public benefit. Conventional 
zoning originally provided either 
a “yes” or “no” for permitted and 
prohibited uses; there was no 
in-between. Conditional use 
introduced an alternative answer 
of “maybe” as a way to augment 
traditional zoning options. 
In North Carolina, this process 
can be pursued through three 
different mechanisms. First, 
conventional zoning districts 
with conditional uses offer the 
landowner the ability to apply 
for a conditional use permit 
that requires further review 
by the locality before granting 
permission. Second, conditional 
use districts, which have no 
permitted uses, can be requested 
through a legislative rezoning; 
sites within these districts then 
require a review and approval of 
a conditional use permit prior to 
development. Third, conditional 
zoning creates unique zoning 
districts for specific uses without 
conditional use permits.
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Conditional use districts and 
conditional zoning rezone 
the site with a site plan and 
extremely detailed requirements 
agreed upon by the developer 
and the local officials. This 
provides flexibility for the 
developer, but does not leave 
any room for changes in use over 
time. If a developer had a mixed-
use development approved 
through conditional zoning he 
would have to go through the 
rezoning process all over again to 
change anything on the site.
Despite planning tools acting 
with permanence, the private 
market also does not. Arlt states 
that interim use is a fundamental 
classical principal of the market 
economy (39). A clear example 
of this interim use is economic 
development incentives: 
enterprises receive grants and tax 
breaks for bringing new jobs to 
a city, and once these expire the 
enterprise often relocates to get 
new benefits. Utilization cycles 
like this continue to get shorter 
and shorter, as cites continue to 
offer larger and larger incentives 
for relocation. Temporality and 
the constant changing of our 
built environment has become a 
principle of our time, despite the 
lack of development tools that 
acknowledge this need
Flexibility of time is becoming 
a necessary planning tool in 
a similar way flexibility of use 
was in the past. With increasing 
urban populations, city planning 
will be defined by urban 
recycling through modifying 
centuries of urban fabric to 
address the current social and 
economic and needs. The recent 
method of modifying cities to 
fit current uses is to abandon, 
relocate and rebuild as a means 
to “quickly fulfil a market and 
make a profit, then abandoned as 
soon as circumstances change” 
(Kohoutek & Kamleithner 
37). Temporal flexibility 
encourages reuse and small-scale 
modifications due to the low cost 
and low risk involved in their 
execution.
Including temporality into 
planning tools will allow for 
an incremental and adaptable 
approach to planning. While 
large-scale and forward-
looking planning is necessary 
for a successful city, it is also 
important to provide methods 
for incremental planning. This 
means of small-scale adapting 
allows for evidence-based 
planning. As policies and 
interventions are able to be 
modified based on results before 
large-scale implementation. 
This method of planning can 
demonstrate new approaches 
to urban issues allowing them 
to gain support before formally 
dedicating resources to a large-
scale implementation. In this 
way, temporary urbanism allows 
local governments and residents 
to prototype their city in 
addition to allowing the city to 
adapt to changing demands and 
populations. 
Pop-up installation in Portsmouth by Portsmouth’s School of Architecture 
Image credit: Architect’s Journal
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PARTiCiPATiON
The second principle of 
temporary urbanism is 
participation. This focuses on 
public engagement during 
development and every 
person’s right to participate 
in the creation of their built 
environment. One of the first 
non-traditional applications of 
temporary use was in Paris by 
the Situationists in the 1950s as 
a response to the homogeneity 
of modernist ideals of a city 
(Ronneberger 47). A popular 
component of modernism was 
International Style which at 
the time connoted a futuristic 
and innovative city, but to the 
Situationists this style meant a 
building that looks like it could 
be anywhere—homogenous. 
Temporary urbanism provided 
diversity in uses that directly 
reflected the residents and users, 
creating a unique experience 
that was rooted in that place and 
time.
The Situationists believed 
not only in the power of 
programming spaces with 
temporary uses, but also in 
its ability to “be seen as both 
Image credit: Emma Blondin
Pop-up festival on vacant island | Oslo, Norway
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a product and a medium” 
(Ronneberger 48). One of 
the thought leaders of the 
Situationists was Henri Lefebvre 
who wrote Le Droit à la ville in 
1968 about the lack of power 
and participation citizens have 
in a capitalist city. This was 
later adapted by David Harvey 
to detail the right all people 
have to engage with their built 
environment: the right to the 
city. Staying true to Lefebvre 
and the Situationist’s ideas, 
Harvey discusses how our built 
environment shapes who we are 
and therefore we should have the 
right to shape it (Harvey 2003). 
The Situationists were revolting 
against traditional top-down 
planning that was shaping their 
environment. 
The past twenty years of 
temporary urbanism has been 
just this interaction Harvey and 
Lefebvre are calling for: residents 
changing the environment 
around them except those 
engaging in temporary urbanism 
are people who traditionally 
have little power in planning or 
development decisions (Temel 
& Haydn 17). Because of this, 
there is no connection between 
these participatory decisions 
of the built environment 
and the long-term plans for 
the same spaces. This lack of 
connection as well as a tradition 
of planning for people rather 
than with people leaves space for 
temporary urbanism to serve as 
a new approach to community 
engagement and participatory 
planning. Temporary urbanism 
Figure 1: Arnstein’s Ladder of Citizen Participation
provides a natural shift upwards 
on Arnstein’s Ladder of Citizen 
Participation from Tokenism 
to Citizen Control as it, “is the 
redistribution of power that 
enables the have-not citizens, 
presently excluded from the 
political and economic processes, 
to be deliberately included in the 
future,” see figure XX (Arnstein 
216). 
Formalizing temporary 
urbanism can provide residents 
with a greater say in how their 
environment is planned and 
built. It provides a platform for 
deep and ongoing community 
engagement between planners, 
developers and residents. When 
taken on in the public realm, 
temporary urbanism allows 
for increased engagement 
between users and planners as 
previously mentioned. But when 
taken on in the private realm, 
temporary urbanism can provide 
benefits to both developers and 
citizens. Developers who utilize 
temporary urbanism as a form 
of community engagement can 
begin a constructive dialogue 
with their neighborhood 
possibly resulting in removing 
some long-term risks of their 
future proposal for the site 
(Bishop & Williams 7).
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ACTiVATiON
The third principle of temporary 
urbanism is centered around the 
relationship between a place and 
its users. Activation is simple 
but extremely important for the 
success of a temporary urbanism 
intervention: ensuring that the 
intervention is engaging the 
community and providing the 
space with a new energy. Many 
historic examples of temporary 
urbanism have activated spaces 
that were previously barren. 
Through this type of activation 
London has become known as 
the city of markets. Many of the 
most well-known markets in 
London were formed out of low 
rents and lower occupancy rates, 
allowing for new user groups to 
access the space due to it being 
more desirable by wealthier and 
more established businesses.  
Currently there is a huge 
amount of urban land that is 
unoccupied for a variety of 
reasons. These vacant parcels 
are not only creating lifeless 
neighborhoods, but are ripe with 
opportunity that can benefit 
both the developer of this land 
and the neighbors and potential 
Image credit: Emma Blondin
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future users. Lands are vacant 
because of: (1) Increased demand 
for urban land has resulted 
in investors buying land and 
waiting to sell it for a profit. 
These developers often don’t 
care to maintain the buildings 
due to all of the value gained 
being from the land. (2) In a 
similar context, foreign investors 
buy buildings in very urbanized 
cities as a form of investment—
similar to investing in the stock 
market—many of which are 
residential and left vacant. (3) 
More tailored planning approval 
processes for developers has 
allowed for more mixed use and 
complex developments, but has 
also driven up the time it takes 
to get a project approved by the 
local government. More complex 
projects can take upwards of 10 
years to be approved, while the 
site itself is often been vacated 
prematurely.
All of these have resulted in 
large areas of urban land being 
left undeveloped or vacant 
for extended periods of time. 
This is often disregarded by 
the municipality due to their 
involvement in the long-
term planning process. In the 
meantime, this land is left 
idle and inactive. Temporary 
urbanism provides a way to 
activate these spaces until 
the owner moves forward 
with their plans (be it selling 
or developing). Bishop and 
Williams put forward that this 
must be done through looser 
planning and smaller initiatives 
to “unlock the potential of sites 
now rather than in 10 years’ 
time” (3). Not only would these 
interventions fill in gaps and 
enliven the urban experience, 
but they also foster an increased 
mixture of uses, ownership types 
and complexities. Kohoutek 
and Kamleithner argue that 
this complexity requires 
either deregulation or extreme 
innovation in their development 
ordinances (31).
Above: Library in a parking spot in 
Dallas, TX for Parking Day
Right: Pop-up music festival in Oslo 
Norway 
Left Page: Temporary bridge 
connecting the city to a pop-up 
festival pictured right
Image credit: Emma Blondin
Image credit: ParkingDayDallas.org
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PARTNERSHiP
The last, and possibly most 
important, principle of 
temporary urbanism is 
partnership. For an intervention 
to be successful, there is a need 
for both large-scale and small-
scale partners as temporary 
urbanism cannot be completely 
solely by the local government. 
Partnerships with private 
companies have always been an 
integral piece of urban planning, 
but has become increasingly 
important in the 21st century 
city where the private market 
holds the majority of resources 
and power. 
Temporary urbanism is aligned 
with the shifting of how 
planners can execute their jobs. 
Historically planners have acted 
as strategists—projecting long-
term policies and development—
but Arlt argues that moving 
forward planners must shift from 
strategists to tacticians, as “urban 
planners have the authority, 
but no longer the resources to 
operate like a strategist,” due to 
the power of the private market 
(44). As a tactician, planners 
are constantly on the move and 
connecting the right people in 
order to achieve their goal (Arlt 
44). Temporary urbanism is 
driven by the planner being a 
tactician rather than a strategist—
they must find private partners 
to work with them to achieve 
their goal. These partners, or 
investors in public good, come 
in both large and small forms. 
Currently urban planners only 
partner with large investors, 
because they are the only ones 
that Wall Street will financially 
back (Leinberger 7). But in 
order for temporary urbanism 
to achieve its full potential it is 
necessary to engage with small 
investors, as they can provide 
a low-cost and incremental 
step towards a city achieving 
its immediate and long-term 
development goals. 
There is a disconnect between 
the manner in which the 
private market has dictated 
urban development and what 
Kohoutek and Kamleitherner 
call “optimal urban use” (25). 
Land use planners have adopted 
a market driven approach to 
valuing land by the “highest 
and best use,” which values land 
based on the highest potential 
development profit, looking 
at potential use and height. 
Planning based on market values 
causes quickening utilization 
cycles due to “a more stable 
acquisition of property in more 
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private & profitable forms,” 
meaning developers are buying 
and reselling properties at a rapid 
pace (Kohoutek & Kamleithner 
29). 
Additionally, the private market 
leans towards separation of 
uses due to development being 
backed by Wall Street. This 
backing by the stock market not 
only limits new and creative 
land-use mixes, but also results 
in lower-quality buildings with 
a short-term payoff (Leinberger 
15). This market value approach 
dictates land use patterns, 
rezoning, and much of the 
planning done by municipalities 
resulting in unstable private 
ownership and separation of 
uses. Alternatively, optimal 
urban use is described as high 
amounts of diversity in use, 
owner, and urban form as well as 
stable private ownership. 
There are currently a series of 
development management 
tools planners use to adjust 
development patterns dictated 
by market values. Preferential 
taxation is used to reduce the 
property taxes for specific land 
uses to ensure they will not be 
redeveloped to potentially more 
profitable land uses. Temporary 
urbanism provides a space for 
users unable to afford the market 
value of urban land to participate 
in the urban form and therefore 
help develop optimal urban use. 
Allowing land owners to have 
temporary uses within their sites 
before redevelopment makes 
room for uses and users who 
otherwise wouldn’t be able to 
afford that location, creating a 
wider diversity of uses within 
an urban core uses that typically 
reside in fringe areas (artists, 
start-ups, nonprofits, low-
income housing) would have a 
more central location through a 
partnership between small and 
large investors. 
Image credit: Gehl Architects
Temporary installation in San Francisco completed by Gehl Architects and the City of San Francisco
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LOCAL iMPLEMENTATiON 
CASE STUDiES
Temporary urbanism has traditionally been 
executed by the public rather than a municipality 
but as it gains popularity as a tool for change in 
the built environment, local governments have 
begun experimenting with different management 
techniques. The following case studies provide 
four examples of temporary urbanism regulatory 
framework, each with their own legal, social, and 
historic context.
These four case studies provide four different 
development tools by local governments that 
allow temporary urbanism. In Copenhagen, the 
local and national governments and formed a 
privately-operated development corporation that 
develops all of the publicly-owned land with 
the interest of people in mind. Being both the 
developer and the government eliminates red-
tape, and because they have public interest in 
mind, they utilize temporary urbanism to activate 
lots while they develop plans. In Paris, the 
government utilizes a floating zone to deregulate 
areas in need of activation. They place specific 
development regulations on these areas to ensure 
uses are for the public good, local non-profits and 
community organizations execute temporary 
urbanism in these areas due to the deregulation 
and public focus. In Bremen, the government 
helped form, and sits on the board of, a local 
organization that supports the implementation 
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of temporary urbanism. They 
connect interested developers 
and residents while assisting 
them in navigating the red-tape 
to implementation. Lastly, in San 
Francisco the local government 
has reorganized to create a 
program with city staff from 
multiple involved departments 
to consolidate all of the expertise. 
These staff members understand 
the regulations and are able to 
navigate them to ensure the 
implementation of temporary 
urbanism.
While all four allow temporary 
urbanism, the regulation and 
resulting interventions are 
different. They involve the local 
government to differing degrees, 
from top-down to grassroots 
approaches. Each is evaluated 
by the four temporary urbanism 
principles—temporality, 
participation, activation, and 
partnership—as well as the legal, 
political, and administrative 
feasibility of implementation. 
The following questions about 
both the interventions that are 
results of the regulation and the 
regulation itself are the basis of 
the evaluation: 
TEMPORARY URBANISM EVALUATION
Temporality
1. Does the regulation allow for flexibility in use and time?
2. Does it build of ideas of incremental planning?
Participation
1. Are residents involved in the creation and/or maintenance of the interventions?
2. Are the regulations easily navigated?
Activation
1. Are the spaces better utilized than they otherwise would be?
2. Are there more variations in uses within the neighborhood or region?
Partnership
1. Does it create new partnerships and connections?
2. Is it allowing for a wider set of users and uses?
Feasibility
1. Does it fit within the existing legislation?
2. Is there administrative capacity for the regulation?
3. Is there high potential for political backlash?
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iNiTiATE
COPENHAGEN, DENMARK
The city of Copenhagen is able to 
initiate and execute temporary 
urbanism through a model 
where they are both the local 
government and the developer. 
The publicly-owned, privately-
operated corporation—By & 
Havn—capitalized on unknown 
and radically undervalued 
and underleveraged assets in 
Copenhagen with the intention 
of providing as much public 
good as possible with the land 
and profits. This results in both 
long planning processes to 
ensure permanent land uses are 
well designed and managed, as 
well as temporary urbanism to 
activate spaces while these long 
plans are being developed. The 
profits from the developments 
are placed directly into the 
community, mainly through the 
creation of public transportation, 
recreation, and other public 
amenities.
Example of identified public spaces along Copenhagen’s waterfront from a city planning document
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CONTEXT
Copenhagen in the 1980s had a 
17.5% unemployment rate and 
an annual budgetary shortfall 
of $750 million. In 1993 the 
city was nearly bankrupt as a 
manufacturing city with little 
to no investment. This began a 
process of collaboration between 
the national government 
and the city government to 
make long-range plans for 
redevelopment. The national 
and city governments created 
privately run corporations to 
regenerate large districts of the 
urban core that were defined by 
their underutilized public land. 
These new corporations were 
able to develop state-of-the-art 
infrastructure without increasing 
taxes on the already weak tax 
base. The success was beginning, 
but the corporation representing 
the national government had 
a difficulty developing due to 
the lack of communication 
between them and the city of 
Copenhagen. In 2007, the city 
of Copenhagen and the Danish 
national state founded By & 
Havn and shifted ownership of 
all nationally and locally owned 
land to a single corporation. 
TOOL
By & Havn’s AAA credit rating 
and large number of assets 
provides them to have low-cost 
financing and the ability to 
make decisions independent of 
political concerns. This allows 
the corporation to be focused 
on long-term public gains rather 
than contentious political topics. 
Temporary installations 
in Copenhagen Denmark:
Top left: A wheel with 
different public activities 
and their location on a 
construction barrier
Top right: Trampolines 
installed on a public 
waterfront
Bottom: Annual free 
city-wide music festival  
in public parks
Image credit: Emma Blondin
Image credit: Emma Blondin Image credit: Emma Blondin
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PAPiRØEN
“…But when new owners By & Havn—itself co-owned by the 
municipality and the Danish national government—suggested 
redevelopment, the city’s response was interesting.
They didn’t say yes, they didn’t say no. They said: wait five years
Copenhagen, the municipality decided, needed some freer, more creative 
spaces to keep the city interesting—even if the arrangement was only 
temporary. So Paper Island was granted a five-year interim period during 
which its warehouses could be let out affordably to “creative” businesses.
t’s actually been a great success. Paper Island has become a very lively 
place. The tenants who moved in aren’t exactly fringe organizations, 
but they do read like a mini-roll call of Copenhagen creativity. Current 
occupants include a hangar filled with street-food stalls, an experimental 
science and technology museum, the offices of design company 
and international cycling gurus Copenhagenize, and Denmark’s 
hottest fashion designer, Henrik Vibskov, who also runs a small café 
on the island. Even COBE, the designers of the new Paper Island 
redevelopment, have their offices in the warehouses.”
Additionally, because the 
corporation is owned by the 
city and country, they are able 
to combine the power of the 
corporation with strategic 
zoning, land transfers, and other 
revenue-generating mechanisms 
to finance not only large-scale 
infrastructure, but ensure 
development profits are used for 
public use. 
One of the long-range plans for 
By & Havn was to revitalize the 
previously industrial harbor 
into a public amenity. Because 
of their concentration on long-
range planning and their focus 
on public amenity, they’ve 
partnered with the city to 
engage in significant amounts of 
temporary urbanism to activate 
their land while going through 
the planning process. 
Image credit: City of Copenhagen
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EVALUATiON
TEMPORALITY
By & Havn’s development strategies lend their hand to flexibility in time and use, as they are 
operating with both profits and public good in mind. Temporary urbanism allows them to 
collect rents, provide affordable space for the community, and gain traction for possible future 
occupants all while they are planning the future use. Additionally, By & Havn maintains 
ownership of all sidewalks and spaces between buildings, allowing them the potential to 
continue engaging in temporary urbanism after the completion of projects. 
This type of temporary urbanism is not conducive to incremental planning. It provides a 
means for temporary occupancy and income while large-scale plans are being developed. 
Because of the huge discrepancy between the land and building value, there is little desire 
to use temporary urbanism to fill these sites permanently—however this may be a tool By & 
Havn uses to redevelop these same sites in another 75 years. 
PARTICIPATION
While residents are not involved in the creation of the interventions, they are involved once 
a general plan has been created. By & Havn relies on the large creative community within 
Copenhagen to develop unique spaces that build upon the natural assets of the land—which 
in the case of Paper Island, wasn’t hard considering its harbor view of the city. 
This development management tool is not navigable for the community, it is completely 
controlled by By & Havn and the City of Copenhagen. They must begin the process before the 
public is involved. But as part of their mission, the corporation creates public spaces with their 
temporary urbanism—including open waterfronts, street-food halls, public art installations, 
and more. While these are for the public, they often are not created by the public—only a small 
subset of well-connected creatives. 
ACTIVATION
By & Havn completely transforms spaces from desolate and underutilizes land into active and 
vibrant community hubs. Because it is an asset for them to activate the space, they ensure the 
uses will be attractive to both residents and tourists. They provide space for experimentation 
of new creative business models and encourage future development to be equally as publicly-
oriented. While not currently occurring, the public ownership of this land allows the city 
to engage in real co-creation of the city through long-range community engagement in the 
planning of the city. 
PARTNERSHIP
While the partnership between the national government and city government that creates 
By & Havn is fairly unique and provides its own set of advantages, it does not encourage the 
creation of new partnerships or connections through temporary urbanism. However, it does 
provide space for a wider set of users and uses through the lower rent it provides to temporary 
users. This allows innovative companies to gain footing before having to pay market rate rents. 
C
A
SE
 S
TU
Di
ES
20
LEGAL FEASIBILITY
The creation a publicly-owned and privately-operated developer fits within the existing 
legislation—in both Denmark and the United States. Danish law requires the board to consist 
of eight members: 2 appointed by the national government, 4 by the city government, and 2 
by employees. While this framework is legal in the United States, it likely would be adjusted 
to collaboration between the state and local governments—which provides its own set of 
difficulties. Many cities have “hostile relationships with their state governments” due to either 
partisan differences or issues of power and control (Katz & Norring 35).
ADMINISTRATIVE FEASIBILITY
Through operating as a separate entity from the municipality and national government, By 
& Havn has the ability to be completely self-sufficient. They operate as a developer, and have 
the administrative capacity to do so. Additionally, the ability to be a privately-run corporation 
allows them to conduct business in a “more efficient and streamlined manner” (Katz & 
Norring 27).
POLITICAL FEASIBILITY
While this model seems politically contentious, because of its foundation during a time 
of great need and strategic ability to be completely depoliticized, there is little concern 
for political backlash. Because the corporation is governed by national law that requires 
optimizing commercial gains to generate profit for the city, there would be much more 
potential for influence of politics. Additionally, the transparency with cash-flows, project 
funding, and long-term goals allows By & Havn to act separate from political issues for long-
term success.
LASTING EFFECTS
By & Havn encourages some 
types of temporary urbanism, but 
by no means all. They encourage 
temporary interventions on 
their sites while waiting for land 
values to increase, or while they 
develop a permanent plan for the 
site. Because their land is limited, 
there will be a point where there 
is no more space for By & Havn 
to place temporary urbanism—
no space for affordably priced 
businesses. However, many of 
their temporary interventions 
have gained significant praise, 
begging the question of if they 
will engage in more—or leave 
room for temporary occupants 
in their future plans. Their plans 
for the new development on 
Paper Island contain space for 
a large street-food hall—which 
was no doubt influenced by the 
current occupant of the site. 
Additionally, they are utilizing 
long-term leases on their land to 
ultimately remain in control of 
development on these sites. 
Beyond their ability to initiate 
temporary urbanism, By & Havn 
has produced over $15 billion in 
revenue that was reinvested into 
public amenities throughout 
Copenhagen. $5.8 billion alone 
went to the construction of 
Copenhagen’s metro system, 
allowing the creation of a state-
of-the-art metro without raising 
taxes. While these amenities 
have shown the world that 
Copenhagen is a creative and 
unique destination, they are 
mostly initiated and controlled 
by the City. 
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CONTROL 
PARiS, FRANCE
Paris utilizes a similar 
development technique to 
floating zones to control where 
temporary urbanism occurs. In 
2015, Paris modernized their Plan 
Local d’Urbanisme (PLU)—their 
version of a comprehensive 
plan—to provide flexibility for 
inclusion and creativity in their 
city. Within their new planning 
legislation, they developed 
Orientations d’Aménagement 
et de Programmation (OAPs), 
which are identified areas with 
superimposed regulations to 
facilitate changes, including 
temporary urbanism. 
Map of current OAPs from the Paris PLU
C
A
SE
 S
TU
Di
ES
22
CONTEXT
In the past 20 years Paris has 
seen the highest property prices 
and the largest rise in price. 
Between 1996 and 2016 prices 
we tripled, averaging at €5,500/
sq m (or $580/sq ft) in 2016 
(Institut D’Aménagement et 
D’Urbanisme). This increase has 
left out an increasing number 
of residents and potential 
residents of the Paris metro. 
Additionally, the time it takes 
to get urban projects approved 
by the necessary planning 
authorities has averaged at 10 
to 15 years—especially in the 
case of redevelopment of vacant 
sites or buildings. Both of these 
trends have led Paris to look to 
temporary urbanism as a tool of 
redevelopment in specific areas. 
The municipal government 
has put forth three techniques 
for encouraging temporary 
urbanism, including the topic for 
this case study: OAPs. They have 
also put forth a new standardized 
lease called a Temporary 
Occupancy Agreement that 
resembles a commercial lease 
with additional conditions 
and terms that provide a legal 
right to the occupants as well 
as a method for ending the 
temporary occupancy. Lastly, 
they have created a Temporary 
Occupancy Authorization for 
projects within the public realm. 
This permit allows people to 
occupy public right-of-way 
temporarily.
TOOL
As part of their redefined 
planning legislation, the 
regional government in Paris 
developed a set of OAPs which 
identify specific development 
guidelines for identified areas. 
Because of the complexity of 
the urban environment, the 
government sought for a way 
to create flexibility through 
deregulation for redevelopment 
while ensuring their regional and 
national goals were being met. 
Within identified OAPs 
all previously enforced 
zoning and regulations are 
no longer legally binding—
the only legally binding 
document for development 
within these regions are the 
objectives identified by the 
regional government and 
the accompanied OAP map. 
While OAPs are a development 
management tool throughout 
France, in Paris they are utilized 
to encourage temporary 
urbanism and activation 
of previously unoccupied 
spaces. They do this through 
the targeted structure of 
the guidelines and general 
deregulation of these spaces. 
Image credit: Le Parisien 
Outdoor courtyard at Les Grands Voisins in Paris
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OAP GUiDELiNES: SAiNT-ViNCENT-DE-PAUL 
“Saint-Vincent-de-Paul hospital ended its hospital activities in February 2012. Its reconversion offers the 
opportunity to reveal this unique site and emblematic of the history of Paris which has strong assets to realize 
a development answering the social and environmental stakes of the city of tomorrow.
The objectives pursued in the framework of the site development project for the former Saint-Vincent-de-Paul 
hospital, 14th arrondissement are as follows:
1. Create a neighborhood with predominant housing open to the city and promoting a social mix
a. open the parcel on the district by favoring the soft and strongly vegetated links since the Denfert 
Rochereau avenue and the street Boissonade,
b. to reserve for housing more than 70% of the created or rehabilitated surfaces, of which 50% of social 
housing and 20% of intermediary housing,
c. create school, sports and childcare facilities.
2. Engage an ambitious, thorough and exemplary environmental approach
a. to favor soft mobilities respectful of the climate and the quality of the air by relying on the pre-
existing road network
b. to experiment innovations in housing, circular economy and energy transition.
3. Make a development that fits into the landscape of the neighborhood
a. create landscape and pedestrian continuity to the gardens of the adjacent parcels of the Cartier 
Foundation, the Young Women’s Festival Blind and Convent of the Visitation,
b. create a public green space of about 4000 m²,
c. strengthen the presence of plants on public spaces and open spaces
4. Create a neighborhood that values its heritage and history
a. to highlight the historical sequence of a great coherence on Denfert Rochereau avenue, made up of 
the buildings of the old novitiate of the Oratory (1650) and buildings known as the General Services of 
Pierre Robin (1880-1883),
b. keep some testimonies of the big evolutions of the site like the house of Doctors (1886) whose small 
scale echoes the buildings of the rue Boissonade located in separative limit,
c. as a counter-point to these architectures from different periods, promote a quality architecture that 
is the expression of contemporary creation,
In respect of the urban landscape, the height of the buildings is reduced on the banks of Denfert Rochereau 
Avenue and Boissonade Street, compared to buildings located inside the block that can reach the ceiling of 
31 m as fixed by the General Plan of the heights of Paris. The scope of specific provisions refers to the rules 
in Article UG.10.2.4. The paths to be created will have a variable width allowing them to receive a generous 
landscaping treatment. The location of equipment and green space on the graphic document is indicative.”
 Paris PLU 2016
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EVALUATiON
TEMPORALITY
Not only do OAPs allow for increased flexibility in use and urban form, but they also allow for 
flexibility in time through deregulation. This results in decreased costs from lowered planning, 
approval and expertise needed. As a part of the PLU that is updated at least every 5 years, the 
objectives for each OAP are being updated and modified frequently, encouraging increased 
flexibility in uses and goals as the space changes. 
OAPs do not lend themselves to incremental planning, rather they are a means for 
redeveloping a district through large-scale deregulation. Functions of the area change almost 
immediately with the adoption on an OAP, but the functions are flexible and change with the 
aging of the space. While they may not build on the idea of incremental planning, OAPs have 
achieved many of the goals of incremental planning: piloting ideas to be implemented at a 
larger scale, involving residents in the creation and manipulation of the built environment, 
and provide low-cost systems solutions to planning problems. 
PARTICIPATION
OAPs do not inherently involve residents, rather they look to community organizations and 
NGOs to take the lead for both socially-oriented programming and community involvement. 
With many of the OAPs, the groups that develop and manage the space have had great success 
involving the community in the creation of the spaces. Because the municipality seeks out 
organizations to work with, OAPs are difficult to navigate for groups interested in participating 
in temporary urbanism projects. Additionally, the deregulation the OAPs create has mostly 
supported public participation, but it can also incentivize market development if the 
objectives are not clearly for public good. 
ACTIVATION
Spaces identified as OAPs provide much more variation in use and users than the areas 
outside. This is partially due to the requirements listed in the OAP. It often requires a certain 
percent dedicated to specific uses: open space, affordable housing (both moderate and 
extreme affordability), small businesses, retail. The requirements also encourage creativity and 
innovation in urban form and use mix. 
PARTNERSHIP
OAPs create new partnerships between organizations with similar or symbiotic goals. 
Because of this alignment, this regulation does not foster new connections. That being said, 
these organizations the municipality involves are experts in community engagement and 
often develop use mixes that involve a wider set of both users and uses. Many of temporary 
urbanism interventions in OAPs exemplify the connections and support groups built through 
the connection of different user groups utilizing the same spaces. 
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LEGAL FEASIBILITY
OAPs were created with the Grenelle II act passed in 2010 making it legal to define development 
guidelines that are binding for third parties (Prévost et al. 12). Previously, many of the regulations 
included in the OAP requirements were not enforceable (including approval from the local 
government). This was a large move towards both private involvement in public goals and 
increased control at the neighborhood level. OAPs allow much more than just temporary 
urbanism while encouraging multiple developers or owners within an identified area.
ADMINISTRATIVE FEASIBILITY
Because of the individuality of each OAP, this development management tool requires a higher 
administrative capacity to both create regulations and manage the development occurring in these 
zones. Despite the same legal framework throughout France, it has only been executed in Paris due 
to this high administrative capacity that only larger cities can accommodate.
POLITICAL FEASIBILITY
Many of the developments created in OAPs are “expressions of a global project,” providing a space 
for prototyping a new type of neighborhood mix, urban form, or any number of things (Prévost et 
al. 12). This prototyping and innovation on behalf of the local government can result in political 
backlash if citizens see it as a waste of public money. In response to this risk, the majority of the 
projects in OAPs are low-cost and managed by a community organization, and only a few occur on 
government-owned property.
LASTING EFFECTS
Intentions for the local 
government to select an area 
to become an OAP are mixed. 
Areas selected range from transit 
centers with high growth to 
areas that are centrally located 
and dilapidated. OAP proves to 
be a successful means of both 
managing growth to ensure 
equity and revitalizing areas that 
are underutilized. Because these 
tools create space for temporary 
urbanism through deregulation, 
the local government has 
stayed in control to ensure 
development meets the 
guidelines set. Additionally, 
the ability for development 
guidelines to be implemented 
at a district level, rather than 
site-specific, provides room for 
small-scale investors to develop 
without adding administrative 
capacity.  
While this development 
management tool provides space 
for temporary urbanism to occur 
in a city, it controls the space and 
manner in which it is executed. 
The creativity and prototyping 
that is developed must be 
aligned with the objectives 
outlined in the OAP, leaving 
little room for community 
input or co-creation of the 
built environment. Temporary 
urbanism that occurs in OAPs 
have both proved to become 
permanent and been displaced 
depending on the future plans 
the municipality holds for the 
space. 
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SUPPORT
BREMEN, GERMANY
The case of ZwischenZeit 
Zentrale (ZZZ) in Bremen, 
Germany looks at how temporary 
urbanism can be implemented 
separate from, but supported 
by, the municipal government. 
ZZZ is an agency that supports, 
consults, and initiates projects 
that “wake up” vacant buildings 
and brownfields. In german, 
Zwischen Zeit Zentrale means 
the center for inbetween uses. 
Image credit: ZZZ
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CONTEXT
Bremen is one of three city-
states in Germany (along 
with Berlin and Hamburg), 
resulting in increased power 
for the municipal government. 
Additionally because of its 
location on the Weser River 
it is the second largest port in 
Germany, connecting the North 
Sea to the rest of Germany. 
Bremen has experienced 
deindustrialization in a 
similar form as many formally 
industrial cities throughout 
Europe and America—resulting 
in a stark amount of vacant 
industrial buildings and a high 
unemployment rate as industry 
leaves the port district. The 
population of Bremen is aging 
quickly, despite a university with 
20,000 students in the city-
center.
Beginning in the early 2000s, 
the economic structure of 
Bremen was changing and this 
change was reflected in the 
increasing number of vacant 
buildings. Citizens developed a 
‘vacancy detector’ that contained 
over 750 abandoned spaces 
within Bremen. By 2006 the 
city government wanted to 
test out temporary urbanism, 
outsourcing it to a group of 
architect and urban planning 
activists who named themselves 
ZwischenZeit Zentrale (ZZZ). 
Image credit: ZZZ
Image credit: ZZZ
Left page: Pop-up 
play put on by ZZZ 
and a community 
group
Top: Community 
maker space  and 
community center
Bottom: a 
pop-up beach 
in a residential 
neighborhood
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PLANTAGE 9 E.V.
“Platform for start-ups, artists and craftsmen, Plantage 9 
e.v. got its name from the street where the former company 
building was located. In 2008 the city bought the place for 
the construction of a road. 2 years later ZZZ rented the place 
for temporary use and sub-rented it to 30 different artist 
and cultural workers. Plantage 9 e.v.. turns to one of the key 
locations in the developing neighbourhood. Variety of rooms 
and structure open multiple uses. Shape and condition of the 
building inspire and attract heterogeneous of culture creatives 
that in return, strengthen the identity and popularity of the 
project. Publicity and the opening to the neighbourhood 
encouraged the acceptance and support of politicians and 
administration. The success of the project gives a new sprit to 
the degraded neighbourhood as well as a positive reputation 
and a high profile on the cultural scene of the city. The 
municipality decide to cancel the road project and sold the 
building to the Plantage 9 e.v. association.” 
Images credit: Plantage 9 e.v. 
TOOL
ZZZ is an intermediary between 
the municipal government and 
citizens interested in temporary 
uses. Their goal was to ‘wake 
up’ spaces throughout the city. 
The steering committee of ZZZ 
contained representatives from 
four different municipal agencies 
(economy, construction, 
finances, and culture) providing 
support and guidance to the 
execution of different projects 
ZZZ was involved with. The 
strong support and open line of 
communication between ZZZ 
and the municipal agencies 
involved in temporary urbanism 
allowed for them to provide 
the expertise needed for quick 
execution of projects.
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EVALUATiON
TEMPORALITY
All of ZZZ’s projects initially are temporary, but some have become permanent reuses of spaces 
due to the strong connections developed between building owners and occupants. As the 
intermediary, ZZZ seeks out building owners and educates them on the benefits of temporary 
urbanism (for themselves and the city), and negotiates legal documents between them and 
the occupants. Most of these leases provide the owner with the ability to end the lease at any 
time, while providing the occupant with a rental rate far lower than market rate. This means of 
planning creates an incremental revitalization at little to no cost to the municipal government. 
PARTICIPATION
While the organization was developed by a small group of activists rather than the community 
as a whole, ZZZ has many connections with the different communities in Bremen and 
provides one-on-one consultation with anyone interested in participating in temporary 
urbanism. They also have a website that is easily navigable for interested parties, making 
it very easy for residents to engage with temporary urbanism. All interventions are created 
and maintained by community groups or residents, providing them with a direct means to 
intervene in their built environment.
ACTIVATION
With the majority of ZZZ’s initial efforts focused on the revitalization of the port district, 
they’ve completely activated a space previously vacant with uses ranging from art galleries to 
research hubs. The resulting variation in uses within the city has incentivized many students 
at the local university to stay in the city past graduation because of the culture and community 
that has been built. Many of these spaces were slated for demolition with no new buildings 
proposed, so the reuse of these buildings not only provided low-cost space for users but also 
maintained a historic and interesting urban form.
PARTNERSHIP
Because ZZZ’s main objective is to activate spaces, they are able to spend a significant amount 
of manpower connecting potential users with spaces and their owners. Through this act, they 
create partnerships that wouldn’t have been developed otherwise. Additionally, many of these 
partnerships allow users who otherwise would be unable to afford the spaces—resulting in a 
wider set of users and uses within Bremen. These new uses helped grow the local economy 
into a more diverse and research-heavy economy that eventually supported the relocation of 
Airbus’ Defense and Space headquarters. 
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LEGAL FEASIBILITY
Because temporary urbanism is administered by a third party fully supported by the local 
government, the projects are all legally feasible. While the local government partially 
funds ZZZ, they are not the only clients—providing ZZZ with the ability to be completely 
independent of the government and absorb any risk the municipality does not feel 
comfortable taking.
ADMINISTRATIVE FEASIBILITY
Using a third-party agency compiled of architects and urban planners provides the local 
government with relevant knowledge and the additional capacity to successfully execute 
different temporary urbanism projects. If ZZZ was initially developed by the local government, 
it would’ve been a much higher initial cost to have the needed administrative capacity, and 
possibly would’ve gained political backlash due to the high debt Bremen was already in. 
POLITICAL FEASIBILITY
While ZZZ and Bremen’s case provide a replicable structure for implementing temporary 
urbanism, Bremen has a set of unique characteristics that made the perfect atmosphere for 
ZZZ to thrive. Since the 1950s, Bremen has been governed by the center-left Social Democratic 
Party with a few members of the Green Party throughout the years. These parties are well 
known for their support of revitalization and public participation in Germany, and no doubt 
were extremely supportive of the work ZZZ is completing. Additionally, Bremen is a city-state 
resulting in increased power to a few officials—all of which are supportive of ZZZ. 
In a legal context with more variance in politics and greater checks-and-balances, ZZZ may not 
have thrived the way it did in Bremen. That being said, municipal governments can look to the 
success ZZZ has had in revitalizing a district for greater justification of the power temporary 
urbanism can have. 
LASTING EFFECTS
Partially because the 
introduction and success of 
temporary urbanism, Bremen 
has completely revitalized. Now 
the city is leading in science 
and technology research with 
an increasing young population 
and a variety of unique 
and supportive urban uses. 
Bremen still has a fairly high 
unemployment rate, at 10%, but 
government officials and citizens 
are hopeful that they continue 
to attract large employers in the 
coming years (Refill). 
Since the creation of ZZZ, 
temporary uses have become an 
integral part in planning projects 
in Bremen. After ZZZ helping 
the municipality figure out how 
to manage temporary urbanism 
they have figured out how to use 
it as an instrument to fill and 
redefine vacant spaces, which 
resulted in keeping young people 
in the city after graduation. 
They’ve used temporary 
urbanism to grow local 
businesses from financially weak 
to stable and growing (Refill). 
While temporary urbanism is 
still not integrated into the city’s 
development management tools, 
the municipality fully supports 
ZZZ’s facilitation and ability to 
unlock vacant spaces. 
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MANAGE
SAN FRANCiSCO, USA
After over seven years of public 
interest in temporary urbanism, 
the City of San Francisco 
developed a comprehensive 
program for the implementation 
and management of grassroots 
temporary urbanism projects. 
The program grew out of 
multiple specific programs for 
interventions in the public 
realm, and now aids anybody 
interested in implementing a 
temporary urbanism project in 
San Francisco. 
Image credit: Prototyping Festival
Participant in San Francisco’s Prototyping Festival
C
A
SE
 S
TU
Di
ES
32
CONTEXT
In 2010 the first parklet, a 
small park in a parking spot, 
was installed in San Francisco. 
Since then, parklets have spread 
all over San Francisco and the 
world. Parklets during the first 
few years existed outside of 
regulation, mainly because the 
city had never seen that use 
of a parking spot and did not 
know how to regulate it. In 2013 
the San Francisco Planning 
Department published a Parklet 
Manual alongside a new program 
called Pavements to Parks, where 
they work with residents and 
businesses to design and install 
parklets according to the new 
manual. 
The following year, the San 
Francisco Planning Department 
developed another program 
for interventions in the public 
realm—Living Innovation Zones. 
These are temporary installations 
in the city with the primary goal 
to activate public spaces and 
engage the public. They utilize 
this program to test new ideas 
as well as encourage connection 
between people and the city.
In 2017, these two programs 
merged into Groundplay 
with an overarching goal 
of improving the built 
environment through temporary 
urbanism. Groundplay is 
overseen by the San Francisco 
Planning Department, but is 
a collaborative effort between 
them and the San Francisco 
Parks Alliance, the Department 
of Public Works, and the 
Municipal Transportation 
Agency. During the merging the 
new program has a wider scope, 
assisting all temporary urbanism 
projects rather than only ones 
in the public realm. Many of the 
currently active programs are 
on private lots implemented 
through the interest of both the 
lot-owner and the resident with 
an idea.
TOOL
Through the reorganization 
and collaboration of different 
government agencies, 
San Francisco introduced 
Groundplay in 2017. They 
provided not only an adequate 
amount of administrative 
capacity from the planning 
department to the completion 
of these temporary installations, 
but also from other city 
departments that are involved 
in the built environment and 
are often consulting on these 
projects. Groundplay now has 
the capacity and the expertise 
to guide and manage interested 
community-members in the 
completion of any temporary 
projects aimed to improve the 
built environment and engage 
people with the city. 
Groundplay stresses the 
importance of grassroots-
lead planning efforts while 
providing technical assistance 
and guidance to these projects—
allowing them to exist within 
the legal framework rather 
than outside, and providing a 
central organization with the 
expertise and authority to aid 
implementation. 
Image credit: CCA Architecture BuildLab
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2016 PROTOTYPiNG FESTiVAL
“The 2016 Market Street Prototyping Festival showcased 30 installations built by designers, 
community groups, and students. The Festival aimed to use community-led design to make the Market 
Street a more vibrant and engaging destination. Through collaboration and rapid experimentation, 
the Prototypes in this Festival aimed to catalyze conversations around a variety of large-scale urban 
challenges. 
The Market Street Prototyping Festival believes that collaboration and rapid experimentation can 
help solve our biggest challenges. An equal partnership between Yerba Buena Center for the Arts 
and the San Francisco Planning Department, the Prototyping Festival was born out of their shared 
desire to make Market Street a more vibrant, connected destination; one that brings together different 
people, communities, and neighborhoods.
We believe that there is an ongoing need for this sort of experimentation and prototyping. Initiatives 
like the Prototyping Festival allow all those who are passionate about our city to engage in the civic 
process and to provide hands-on contributions to solving our community’s biggest challenges.
Outcomes
• 10 prototypes will be further developed and tested at Gray Area.
• Feedback on projects during exhibition period will be received from at least 100 San Francisco 
residents.
• A set of best practices for the engagement and consultation of neighboring communities will be 
developed.
• Knowledge will be gathered to facilitate permanent and semi-permanent adoption of prototypes 
by the City and neighborhood stakeholders.
• Process learned will be documented and shared with the Market Street Prototyping community 
of makers and designers.” 
Image credit: Architect Magazine
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EVALUATiON
TEMPORALITY
This program encourages flexibility in use and time, as it works within a time limit of two 
years. While some of the projects have gone on to have more permanent lives, their initial 
approval and implementation is slated for two years at most. This flexibility allows for 
community buy-in before potential permanent implementation, while also encouraging new 
ideas and designs. Many projects that have been a part of Groundplay had significant press but 
only lasted a matter of months before being disassembled for good. This has become a norm 
for projects in Groundplay, to provide a space for the city to continue to change.
Not only does this program build on the idea of incremental planning, it was developed 
incrementally. The program began as a means to provide regulation for a grassroots 
intervention in the public realm, and to encourage this creativity in their residents, the 
program grew as the interest grew. 
PARTICIPATION
Residents are not only involved in the creation, but they are the ones who initiate it. 
Groundplay exists to assist rather than to lead the implementation of temporary urbanism 
projects. They navigate residents through the regulations and approval process, making the 
process as simple as possible. Additionally, Groundplay’s focus is on public engagement and 
co-creation. 
ACTIVATION
While initially focusing on public spaces, the program has expanded to all spaces in San 
Francisco, and encourages citizens to revitalize underutilized spaces. Many of the well-known 
projects in Groundplay are in highly-trafficked and well-known spaces within the city—places 
that are already activated. But many of the projects exist outside these areas, everything from 
providing communities with a park in a previously vacant lot to providing amenities at a bus 
stop. 
Even within areas that are already activated, Groundplay adds more variation in the uses 
within that neighborhood. Not only do they add traditionally undervalued uses, but they also 
add creative and experimental uses to engage users with the public realm. 
PARTNERSHIP
The city staff involved in Groundplay create new partnerships and connections between 
interested parties that either reach out to them or may be potential partners in a project they’re 
working on. Additionally, these partnerships provide a wider set of uses than previously 
offered in San Francisco and in specific neighborhoods, allowing for better engagement in the 
built environment.
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LEGAL FEASIBILITY
The program fits within the existing legislation, as the State of California has given localities 
the authority to regulate public spaces. Additionally, the majority of the work the city 
employees are engaging in is that of a tactician—connecting different parties with aligning 
interests, and walking residents through the permits and approval process to implement their 
ideas.
ADMINISTRATIVE FEASIBILITY
 The administrative capacity for Groundplay was only developed because of the collaborative 
nature of the initial program, Pavements to Parks. This program needed input from more 
departments than just planning for the parklets to be approved. This cross-departmental 
collaboration created a more efficient model of approval for new and innovative uses of 
public space. It took three years for San Francisco to develop regulations for parklets, but with 
Groundplay they are able to develop regulations for specific projects in months rather than 
years.
POLITICAL FEASIBILITY
While Groundplay’s projects has mainly received high remarks from citizens, politicians, and 
visitors, the political context in San Francisco is very progressive. In many other cities and 
states, this allocation of public dollars to both assist residents in the permitting process and 
develop regulations for innovative land uses could produce political backlash. 
LASTING EFFECTS
While this program does an 
effective job of implementing 
temporary urbanism in San 
Francisco, it does not provide 
an incentive for land owners 
with underutilized land to 
participate—it is an opt-in 
program. A step forward would 
be for the city to look at means 
of incentivizing developers 
to engage with residents or 
nonprofits in a temporary 
urbanism project if their land is 
vacant (even temporarily). 
The scope of Groundplay 
concentrates on temporary 
urbanism as a means for turning 
underutilized space into public 
places. This mission allows for 
a wide variety of uses, but does 
leave out potential uses that 
the City of San Francisco could 
utilize. With land values in San 
Francisco shooting up and a 
worsening housing crisis, the 
city should look to examples 
like Paris for utilizing temporary 
urbanism for alternative housing 
solutions. While this would not 
necessarily produce a public 
space out of a vacant lot, it does 
create a community place and 
increases public wellbeing. 
Additionally, many of the 
temporary urbanism projects 
that have been developed 
through Groundplay (and 
the programs that merged 
into Groundplay) have been 
replicated throughout the 
United States. Many local 
governments look to west coast 
cities like San Francisco as a 
role model for regulations to 
create successful public spaces. 
Because the legal framework is 
similar throughout the United 
States (though slightly different 
in every state), Groundplay 
offers a successful way for local 
governments to formalize 
temporary urbanism.
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THE VALUE OF 
TEMPORARY URBANiSM
While all four case studies allow temporary 
urbanism, Copenhagen’s and Paris’ are both 
top-down approaches to implementation. They 
do not allow temporary urbanism throughout 
the city, rather only in identified areas—and 
in Copenhagen’s case, only on government-
owned land. Because they are top-down, they 
also do a poor job of involving the public in 
the implementation and maintenance of these 
interventions. On the other hand, both Bremen 
and San Francisco provide a similar service of 
assisting residents in their execution of temporary 
urbanism. This aligns well with Arlt’s observation 
that planners must move from strategists to 
tacticians, as they are connecting people and 
assisting them in navigating the red-tape (44). 
These two examples balance the top-down and 
bottom-up approach through ensuring ideas 
are community-driven and executed, but act as 
translators to ensure the interventions are safe 
and align with all of the city’s regulations. 
For local governments that have already adopted 
a tool to allow temporary urbanism, the next step 
is encouraging it. While all of the tools examined 
in the case studies are different ways for the local 
government to allow temporary urbanism, there 
is still a need to incentivize developers. As is 
apparent in the slow adaptation to new trends, 
developers find a formula that works and stick 
C
O
N
C
LU
Si
O
N
37
PUBLIC-
PRIVATE 
PARTNERSHIP
FLOATING 
ZONES
THIRD-PARTY 
COORDINATOR
PUBLIC 
PROGRAM 
WITH STAFF
Copenhagen Paris Bremen San Francisco
Temporality           
Participation            
Activation           
Partnership        
Feasibility      
Pros
Utilize publicly-
owned lands in 
prime locations.
All profits are 
put back into city 
infrastructure and 
public amenities.
Encourages 
multiple developers 
and groups to be 
involved.
Concentrated efforts 
allowing for quicker 
vitalization of an 
area.
Experts in planning, 
architecture, and 
engineering are 
assisting residents.
Open to all residents 
and land-owners.
Has over 10 years-
worth of success.
No additional 
capacity needed, 
only rearranging of 
existing city staff.
Grassroots efforts: 
only assist when 
residents seek out 
their help. 
Cons Regulation 
only allows the 
implementation on 
lands owned by By-
Havn.
Government reaches 
out to community 
for selective 
and controlled 
engagement. 
Deregulation can be 
taken advantage of 
by developers.
Lack of involvement 
of community-
groups.
Does not align 
with incremental 
planning. 
Government is 
not fully involved, 
resulting in a 
potentially longer 
implementation 
process.
Unique political 
context, replication 
is unlikely.
Concentrated effort 
in already activated 
areas.
Goal is only for 
activation, not used 
for assisting with 
other growing pains. 
with it—despite the fact that 
a different way may be more 
profitable or beneficial.
There are existing development 
tools that if applied provide 
an incentive for developers to 
engage in temporary urbanism: 
preferential and vacancy 
taxation. Preferential taxation 
can be used to provide a relief on 
a percentage of property taxes on 
a property in exchange for them 
engaging in temporary urbanism 
with a non-profit. The taxation 
can be prorated to the length of 
time the partnership lasts. 
While preferential taxation 
provides an incentive, 
local governments can also 
disincentive leaving buildings 
vacant with a vacancy taxation. 
Many large cities have 
implemented this tax due to 
rising costs and a greater need 
to utilize all land—but it can 
also be a way to encourage land 
owners to partner in temporary 
urbanism. Additionally, the 
funds (or a portion of) can be 
allocated to the implementation 
of temporary urbanism projects 
through a city-funded grant 
program. 
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All development management tools carry 
with them a set of values reflect of the city 
that enforces them. The most popular tools 
in the United States, zoning and its offshoots, 
protect private property over all else. Temporary 
urbanism is an equitable, incremental, and 
dynamic tool that provides a balance between 
top-down and bottom-up forms of planning. It is 
a tool that encourages full use of private property, 
while ensuring public good is being provided. 
In the four cases detailed—Copenhagen, Paris, 
Bremen, and San Francisco—the most successful 
cases were those that ensured temporary 
urbanism was still a grassroots effort. This balance 
is shown in the ability for the government’s 
role to be assisting rather than leading the 
implementation. For cities looking to formalize 
temporary urbanism in the United States the 
cases of ZZZ in Bremen and Grounplay in San 
Francisco are both more feasible to implement 
and ensure the resulting interventions are driven 
by the community. 
The choice between full formalization through a 
government program (such as Groundplay) and 
a third-party organization with city staff on the 
board depends on the political context of the city. 
A government program would need approval 
by the governing board, whereas the third-party 
organization would need dedication of invested 
city staff. 
CONCLUSiON
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When done correctly, temporary 
urbanism ensures benefits 
to all residents through a 
redistribution of space back 
to the public. With increasing 
amounts of private third-
places (places other than 
work and home), temporary 
urbanism provides residents 
with engaging and constantly 
changing spaces that meet 
their needs in an evolving 
city. It provides a medium for 
community engagement and 
conversations about the future 
of spaces between planners, 
developers, and residents. 
Through these small changes 
and conversations, the city can 
be incrementally changed to 
suit all of its residents. Daniel 
Burnham stated that little plans 
have “no magic to stir men’s 
blood,” temporary urbanism 
proves the exact opposite. The 
approach and results are far more 
community-driven because these 
interventions are small enough 
for the public to engage in the 
creation, turning every city from 
a uniform set of buildings to a 
lively and unique place defined 
by the people who live there. 
The low-cost and low-risk 
aspects of temporary urbanism 
encourage innovation in the 
ways people both define and 
use public space. With the local 
government on the side of 
residents involved in temporary 
urbanism, they can reduce the 
red-tape and provide the support 
for implementing these ideas 
whether it is a one-off project 
or a pilot for a widespread 
implementation. 
The execution of and benefits 
provided by temporary 
urbanism work in both cities 
losing population and gaining 
population because it allows 
temporal flexibility—allowing 
spaces to fill the need of a 
community at the specific 
time. Bishops and Williams 
state that temporary urbanism 
is “a manifestation of a more 
dynamic, flexible and adaptive 
urbanism, where the city is 
becoming more responsive 
to new needs, demands and 
preferences of its users.” Local 
governments that adopt 
temporary urbanism as a 
development tool display to 
their residents that they have the 
right to make the city as the city 
makes them. 
Image credit: UrbanNext
Left: Temporary playground in an underused public 
park in Budapest
Right: A public community hub in an OAP in Paris Image credit: Emma Blondin
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